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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is in response to the communication received on November 29, 2001 . 
Claims 1 - 35 were originally received for consideration. No preliminary amendments 
for the claims were received. Claims 1 - 35 are currently being considered. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
41 8 F.2d 528, 1 63 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1 969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

2. Claims 1 , 7-1 9, 22-24 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-41 
of copending Application No. 09/916,330. Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because both applications are 
directed to using a server coupled to a storage mechanism to use validation functions to 
perform validation services. The present application being examined, states a "web 
server" instead of an "application server," but "application server" of the copending 
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application 09/916,330, is accessible by a plurality of client application servers, and can 
be interpreted as being a "web server" as well without altering the invention of using 
stored validation functions to perform a validation service present in both applications. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Specification 

3. The use of the trademark "Oracle" has been noted in this application. It should 
be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the generic terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent 
their use in any manner which might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 8, 10, 14, 16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite in that it fails to point out what is included or excluded by 
the claim language. This claim is an omnibus type claim. 
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Claims 8,10,14,16, and 18 contain the trademark/trade name "Oracle." Where a 
trademark or trade name is used in a claim as a limitation to identify or describe a 
particular material or product, the claim does not comply with the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. See Ex Parte Simpson, 218 USPQ 1020 (Bd. App. 
1982). The claim scope is uncertain since the trademark or trade name cannot be used 
properly to identify any particular material or product. A trademark or trade name is 
used to identify a source of goods, and not the goods themselves. Thus, a trademark or 
trade name does not identify or describe the goods associated with the trademark or 
trade name. In the present case, the trademark/trade name is used to identify/describe 
database system and, accordingly, the identification/description is indefinite. 

5. Claim 22 recites the limitation "customer data device in the third limitation 
of claim 22. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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6. Claim 1-2, 4, 7-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Croy (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2001/0037361 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Croy discloses: 

A client-server computer system for use with web-based applications comprising: 

"a computer system running one or more web browsers capable of 
processing web forms" (page 3: paragraphs 35-37); 

"a web server capable of processing Java code and web-based forms" 
(page 2: paragraph 31 , pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"a storage mechanism coupled to said computer system, wherein said web 
server is used for validating data with information compiled from said storage 
mechanism" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); and 

"validation rules stored in said storage mechanism" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 
40-44). 

Claim 2 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 1 . Furthermore, Croy discloses: 
A client-server computer system according to claim 1 , wherein "said web server 
further comprises an application for compiling at least one Java page using 
validation rules from said storage schema" (page 3: paragraphs 40-41 ). 



Claim 4 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 2. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,648 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2131 

A client-server computer system according to claim 2, wherein "Java servlet 
methods are compiled into byte code files when the web server is started' (page 5 
paragraphs 47, 53), wherein Java-based servlets are used and executed. 

Claim 7 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 2. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 
A client-server computer system according to claim 2, wherein said "validation 
rules comprise at least three main views of hierarchical organized functions" 
(pages 3-4: paragraphs 40, 44). 

Claim 8 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 7. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 

A client-server computer system according to claim 7, comprising "a storage 
schema in the format of an Oracle database" (page 4: paragraph 44). 

Claim 9 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 7. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 
A client-server computer system according to claim 7, wherein "said validation 
rules are represented in the form of Lightweight Directory Access Protocol' (page 
4: paragraph 44). 

Claim 10 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 3. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 

A client-server computer system according to claim 3, further comprising "an 
Oracle database and a table-based system of rules organized into three 
hierarchically organized views" (page 4: column 44, 48). 
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Claim 1 1 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 3. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 

A client-server computer system according to claim 3, wherein "said storage 
schema is represented by Lightweight Directory Access Protocol and includes 
three hierarchically organized views" (page 4. paragraphs 44, 48). 

Regarding claim 12, Croy discloses: 

A web server system comprising: 

"at least one web application" (page 3: paragraphs 35-37) ; 

"means for performing validation service on data submitted by said at least 
one web application" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"means for processing web forms" (page 3: paragraphs 35-37); 

"means for storing and retrieving a plurality of validation rules for 
performing said validation service" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); and 

"means for compiling validation rules into said at least one web application 
in order to perform said validation service" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44). 

Claim 13 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 12. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 12, comprising "means for updating 
validation rules compiled in said at least one web application" (pages 3-4: 
paragraphs 40-44). 
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Claim 14 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 12. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 12, wherein "said means for storing 
and retrieving validation rules comprises an Oracle database" (page 4: paragraph 
44). 

Claim 15 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 12. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 12, wherein "said validation rules are 
stored in a schema in the form of Lightweight Directory Access Protocol' (page 4: 
paragraph 44). 

Claim 16 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 14. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 14, wherein "said Oracle database 
contains a table-based system of rules organized into at least three hierarchically 
organized views" (pages 3-4, paragraphs 40, 44, 48). 

Claim 17 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 13. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 
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A web server system according to claim 1 3, further comprising "a schema in the 
form of Lightweight Directory Access Protocol and a table-based system of 
validation rules organized into at least three hierarchically-organized views" (page 
4: paragraphs 44, 48). 

Claim 18 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 14. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 14, wherein "said Oracle database 
stores validation functions stored as hierarchically organized views that are 
dynamically updateable by an external administrator" (page 2: paragraph 32, page 
4: paragraph 48). 

Claim 19 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 15. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 15, wherein "said storage schema 
represented by Lightweight Directory Access Protocol represents validation 
functions stored as hierarchically-organized views that are dynamically 
updateable by an external administrator" (page 2: paragraph 32, page 4: paragraphs 
44, 48). 

Claim 20 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 12. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 
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A web server system according to claim 12, comprising "means for compiling 
Java servlet methods" (page 3: paragraph 39, page 5: paragraph 53). 

Claim 21 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 20. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A web server system according to claim 20, comprising "means to initiate a 
recompile of a web server in order to load validation rules" (page 2: paragraph 32, 
page 4: paragraph 48). 

Regarding claim 22, Croy discloses: 

A computer-readable medium with instructions executable by a processor for 
providing a validation application service for web-based applications, the medium 
comprising instructions to: 

"couple a service request from a data device to a web server, the request 
including data to be validated' (page 4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"generate a service session instruction, the service session instruction 
based at least in part on the service request' (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"send the service session instruction to one or more web servers, the 
service session instruction corresponding to one or more data validation 
requests from said customer data device" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"compile at least one Java Server Page based on stored validation rules in 
a database" (page 3: paragraphs 40-41, page 4: paragraph 46); and 
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"send a validation service response to the data device, wherein the 
validation service response is based on the service request' (pages 3-4: 
paragraphs 40-44). 

Regarding claim 23. Croy discloses: 

A method of providing validation data service with a web-based computer system 
comprising the steps of: 

"calling at least one Java server page from a web application" (page 3: 
paragraphs 40-41, page 4: paragraph 46); 

"compiling said at least one Java server page at a web server" (page 3: 
paragraphs 40-41, page 4: paragraph 46); 

"retrieving a plurality of validation rules from a centralized storage mass 
coupled to said web server" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44); 

"validating data from said web application in accordance with said 
validation rules" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44). 

Claim 24 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 23. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 23, further comprising the step of "updating said 
validation rules by recompiling at least one Java server page" (page 2-3: 
paragraph 32). 
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Claim 26 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 23. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 23, further comprising the step of "loading at least 
portion of said validation rules into objects" (pages 3-4: paragraphs 40-44). 

Claim 27 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 26. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 26, further comprising the step of said "Java server 
page directing JavaScript functions in accordance with said validation rules" 

(pages 2-3: paragraph 32, page 5: paragraph 53). 

Claim 28 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 26. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 26, further comprising the step of "periodically 
recompiling at least one Java sever page" (page 5: paragraph 53). 

Claim 29 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 23. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 23, further comprising the steps of "deleting class 
files and recompiling at least one Java server page" (page 5: paragraph 53). 
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Claim 30 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 29. Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A method according to claim 29, further comprising the step of "loading updated 
validation rules" (page 5: paragraph 53). 

7. Claims 31-35 are method claims analogous to the claims rejected above, and 
therefore, are rejected following the same reasoning. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3,5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Croy (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2001/0037361 A1). 

Claim 3 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 1 . Furthermore, Croy 
discloses: 

A client-server computer system according to claim 1 , wherein the "web server 
calls a plurality of Java servlet methods" (page 4: paragraph 47, page 5: paragraph 
53). Croy does not explicitly disclose using the "getValidationSet", or the "doValidation" 
servlet methods. However, Croy discloses that "Java-based servlets can be used to 
track and collect data regarding what transactions were executed, permitting checking 
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of transactions and establishment of alarms" (page 5: paragraph 530. In the 
embodiment described, the Java servlets are used for validation functions, and since 
the "getValidationSet" and the "doValidation" are well-known functions in Java, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the above functions to perform the validation. 

Claim 5 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 4. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 
A client-server computer system according to claim 1 , wherein the "web server 
calls a plurality of Java servlet methods" (page 4: paragraph 47, page 5: paragraph 
53). Croy does not explicitly disclose using the "getValidationSet" method. However, 
Croy discloses that "Java-based servlets can be used to track and collect data 
regarding what transactions were executed, permitting checking of transactions and 
establishment of alarms" (page 5: paragraph 530. In the embodiment described, the 
Java servlets are used for validation functions, and since the "getValidationSet" is a 
well-known function in Java, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to use the above functions to perform the validation. 

Claim 6 is rejected as applied above in rejecting claim 5. Furthermore, Croy discloses: 
A client-server computer system according to claim 1 , wherein the "web server 
calls a plurality of Java servlet methods" (page 4: paragraph 47, page 5: paragraph 
53). Croy does not explicitly disclose using the "doValidation" method. However, Croy 
discloses that "Java-based servlets can be used to track and collect data regarding 
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what transactions were executed, permitting checking of transactions and establishment 
of alarms" (page 5: paragraph 530. In the embodiment described, the Java servlets are 
used for validation functions, and since the "doValidation" is a well-known function in 
Java, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the above functions to perform the validation. 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kaveh Abrishamkar whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3786. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



KA 

03/10/05 
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